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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
The amendments to the Social Assistance Act of 1992 (No. 59 of 1992) came into effect on 19 
December 1997. It authorised the phasing out of the State Maintenance Grant (SMG) over a 
three-year period from 1 April 1998. It also introduced the new Child Support Grant (CSG). The 
Child Support Grant was introduced as a result of proposals put forward by the Lund Committee 
on Child and Family Support. 
 
During December 1998 the Department of Welfare invited tenderers to submit proposals to 
conduct research on the phasing out of the SMG and the implementation of the CSG. Two 
tenders were awarded, one for the SMG to DATADESK (University of Stellenbosch) and the 
other for the CSG to C A S E (Community Agency for Social Enquiry). The research officially 
started on 3 June 1999. The SMG research was conducted over a period of ten months. The CSG 
study was conducted over a longer period ending in July 2000 to include CSG applicants who 
applied for the grant after the June 1999 change in legislation. Two reports were compiled, 
namely Phasing out the State Maintenance Grant within the context of Developmental 
Social Welfare (the SMG study) and Phasing in the Child Support Grant- A Social Impact 
Study (the CSG study). 
 
This report provides the background to the phasing out of the SMG and the introduction of the 
CSG and combines the findings of the SMG and CSG studies. The first part of the study outlines 
the objectives of the two studies, the research methods that were used and the scope of the SMG 
and CSG at the time of the study. This is followed by the context within which the SMG and 
CSG operate. Thereafter the findings of the two studies are presented. The last part of this report 
outlines a set of recommendations shared by researchers of both organisations. The differences 
and similarities between SMG and CSG beneficiaries are highlighted in a profile of SMG and 
CSG adult beneficiaries, their households and the children in their households in the appendix. It 
is important, however, that the reader refer to the separate studies for a more comprehensive 
analysis of the two grants. 
 
1.1 Objectives of the studies 
 
The following objectives or Terms of Reference (TORs) for the SMG study were specified in the 
tender: 
1. To assess household social and economic responses to, and strategies to cope with the phased 
reduction in the value of the SMG, influencing household income. 
2. To assess the effects of the SMG phase out on child care patterns. 
3. To assess the extent to which communications delivered appropriate and timeous information 
regarding the phase out of SMG, e.g. an assessment of appropriate channels of information and 
language. 
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4. To assess the extent to which training of staff has enabled coping with administering the SMG 
phase out in order to draw lessons for training in civil service and for the implementation of 
developmental social welfare. 
5. To monitor progress made and difficulties experienced by DSW Co-ordinators in channelling 
beneficiaries in order to draw lessons for developmental welfare over time. 
6. To investigate and assess access (placement and participation) of SMG beneficiaries to Small, 
Medium and Micro Enterprises (SMME's) and Public Works programmes in order to strengthen 
the hand of the Department in negotiating appropriate policies in other departments. 
7. To determine any change in demand for the Foster Child Grant and Care Dependency Grant and 
establish the reasons for the change (including the phase out of the SMG). 
8. To determine whether amendments in the private maintenance system enable more parental 
financial support. 
9. To determine and evaluate the extent to which the Flagship Programme creates sustainable 
income streams for poor women, e.g. can it be one of the channels that SMG beneficiaries can 
access? This research should be done in collaboration with the National Population Unit (NPU). 
10. To determine and evaluate the employment creation potential of the R50 million Poverty Relief 
Fund disbursement to NGOs, e.g. can it be one of the channels that SMG beneficiaries can 
access? 
 
The following objectives or Terms of Reference (TORs) for the CSG study were specified in the 
tender: 
1. To build a national profile of current CSG beneficiaries. 
2. To assess the role of the CSG in household income. 
3. To assess the conditions under which the CSG is being delivered. 
4. To identify factors impeding access to the CSG and the significance of these factors. 
5. To assess the accuracy and implementation of the means test. 
6. To monitor and assess how the concept of „primary care giver‟ is being operationalised to 
access the CSG. 
7. To ascertain perceptions of community based health workers as to the role of the CSG in 
poverty alleviation. 
8. To assess the extent to which the Directorate: Communications delivered appropriate and 
timeous information regarding the phasing in of the CSG. 
 
A Reference Group of key informants from the welfare community was established to enhance 
the validity of the research through their expertise and to act as quality controllers. 
 
As is the case in all research projects, research objectives need to be adjusted as information 
becomes available. Some of the TORs of the SMG and CSG studies were adjusted according to 
advice from the Reference Group and accepted by the Steering Committee on behalf of the 
Department of Welfare. The adjustments to the TORs are discussed in the individual reports.  
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1.2 Structure of the SMG and CSG reports 
 
SMG study 
The SMG study consists of 14 chapters and five appendices. Following a description of the 
context of the phasing out of the SMG, chapter 2 discusses the research design of the study. 
Chapter 3 provides a profile of SMG beneficiaries and their households. The terms of reference 
of the study are discussed in ten chapters (chapters 4 to 13). Although each term of reference is 
discussed in a separate chapter, the terms of reference do not follow chronologically per chapter 
as it appears in the tender. The terms of reference are organised in a logical order in terms of the 
research problem. The last chapter consists of a conclusion and recommendations. 
 
CSG study 
The CSG study consists of eight chapters as well as three appendices. Following an overview of 
the context of the report, chapter 2 discusses the methodology of the research. Chapters 3 and 4 
provide profiles of CSG households and their financial situation, while chapters 5 and 6 profile 
adult and child beneficiaries of the CSG. Chapter 7 deals with issues relating to access to the 
CSG, while chapter 8 discusses income-generating projects. The appendices cover the case 
studies as well as the interviews with community-based health workers. The terms of reference 
of the study are not dealt with separately but are covered in the various chapters where 
appropriate. 
 
1.3 Research design 
 
SMG study 
Various modes of observation were used to collect the information for the study, including a 
survey of 495 SMG beneficiary households, a survey of frontline welfare staff, focus group 
discussions and in-depth interviews. The survey covered the four provinces that contain the 
majority of SMG beneficiaries: Western Cape, Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal and the Northern 
Cape. Two case studies were undertaken, one in Zoar, a rural town in the Western Cape and one 
in Phoenix, an urban township in KwaZulu-Natal. 
 
CSG study 
The CSG study consisted of a survey of 999 CSG beneficiaries in all nine provinces, a series of 
in-depth interviews and two case studies. The case studies took place in Monontsha in the Free 
State, which represented a community with a low uptake of the grant, and Wayeni in the 
Northern Province where the uptake was relatively higher. The provincial distribution of the 
interviews conducted in both studies is included in the appendix of the CSG report.  
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1.4 The scope of the SMG and the CSG at the time of the study 
 
SMG study 
Based on the SOCPEN data, Table 1 provides a summary of the number of SMG beneficiaries 
and the amounts spent on the grant per province at the time of the commencement of this study 
in 1999. The SMG is divided into two parts – the parent allowance and the child allowance. 
There are cases where only child allowances, and no parent allowances, are awarded. Child and 
parent allowances are collected by adults. From the SOCPEN data it seems that a total number of 
370 126 parent and child allowances were awarded. 157 434 of these were parent allowances and 
212 692 were child allowances. On the SOCPEN database 225 941 adult recipients were 
registered who collect the SMG for either their children and themselves, or only for children. On 
the assumption that there is only one collector per household, it is estimated that the SMG 
reached a total number of 225 941 households. Based on an average household size of 5.8 (see 
Chapter 3 of the SMG study) approximately 1.4 million people are both directly and indirectly 
affected by the phasing out of the SMG. In the majority of cases income derived from the SMG 
is pooled with other sources and therefore reaches more than just beneficiaries. 
 
The SMG phasing out process is as follows: a quarter of the total amount payable in the first year 
of the reduction (April 1998); a third of the total amount payable in the second year (April 1999); 
half of the total amount payable in the third year; and the whole of the total amount in the fourth 
year (Department of Welfare 1998:80). It should be noted that the fieldwork for the SMG study 
was conducted after the second reduction in the grant. The third reduction in the SMG took place 
during April 2000. 
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Adult 
beneficiaries 
Child beneficiaries
1
 Total beneficiaries 
Amount spent 
after second 
cut 
 N % N % N % R 
Western Cape 54672 35 66102 31 120774 33 17 044 750 
Eastern Cape 32020 20 42580 20 74600 20 10 468 561 
KwaZulu-Natal 30214 19 39152 18 69366 19 10 784 049 
Northern Cape 16047 10 19943 9 35990 10 5 176 097 
Gauteng 7123 5 8689 4 15812 4 3 154 125 
Northern Province 1216 1 3552 2 4768 1 2 906 793 
Free State 7830 5 15295 7 23125 6 2 350 021 
Mpumalanga 917 1 6612 3 7529 2 920 013 
North West 7395 5 10767 5 18162 5 625 546 
Total 157 434 100 212 692 100 370 126 100 R53 429 955 
Table 1: Number of SMG beneficiaries and amounts spent by province 
 
CSG study 
Table 2 provides a breakdown of the scope of the CSG take-up rate by province at the time of the 
study. Households that received the CSG contained 6.7 people on average. This is significantly 
larger than the average South African household, which contains 4.2 people.  
 
 Adult beneficiaries Child beneficiaries Total beneficiaries Amount spent 
Province N % N % N % R 
Western Cape 7758 3 9237 3 16995 3 924900 
Eastern Cape 35725 15 50921 16 86646 16 5087800 
KwaZulu-Natal 7416 3 8971 3 16387 3 897000 
Northern Cape 12946 5 14645 5 27591 5 1482800 
Gauteng 44383 18 61298 20 105681 19 6127700 
Northern Province 23983 10 29641 10 53624 10 2962800 
Free State 41646 17 49298 16 90944 16 4930000 
Mpumalanga 21394 9 27328 9 48722 9 2732900 
North West 48493 20 60458 19 108951 20 6045300 
Total  243 744 100 311797 100 555 541 100 R31 191 200 
Table 2: Number of CSG beneficiaries and amounts spent by province 
 
                                                 
1
 Note: The number of child beneficiaries was calculated from the “child counter” in the SOCPEN database. 
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The overall objective of the two studies was to ascertain what impact the SMG and the CSG 
have on child poverty, and what alternatives are in place for caregivers who would not access the 
SMG in future. 
 
During 1999, a total of 212 692 children were reached by the SMG, and 74 157 children had 
been reached by the CSG by June 1999.  
 
The scope of child poverty in South Africa 
May et al (2000:32) states that three in every five children live in poor households in South 
Africa. By using a poverty line of R176/month per child, it is estimated that in South Africa 60% 
of children age 0-5 are poor. Assuming that the poverty rate for children above the age of 5 is the 
same as that for children 0-5, Streak (2000) estimates that there are 3 834 187 poor children 0-6 
and 10 285 396 poor children 0-18 in South Africa. Accordingly, poor children constitute 25% of 
the population. This figure could be lower taking into consideration that children of poor people 
are more likely to die in childhood. Using a composite index, Haarmann (1999:39) states that 
according to any commonly used poverty definition in South Africa at least 60% of children live 
below the poverty line. 
 
1.5 Background and context 
 
The economic and constitutional framework 
During June 1996 the government adopted the Growth, Employment and Redistribution (GEAR) 
macro-economic framework, mainly aiming to boost economic growth and to create jobs to 
alleviate poverty.  
 
The new macro-economic approach has been debated by many observers. There are 
those who argue that the scope of the fiscal constraints are such that the government 
has no choice but to cut back radically on state expenditure while at the same time 
liberalising the economy to promote growth, while others challenge the approach by 
stating that certain minimum core socio-economic duties cannot be eschewed at the 
expense of development. 
 
Of central concern here are sections 27 and 28 of the Constitution (ACT 108 0f 1996). Section 
27 of the Constitution entrenches the right to social security and it obliges the state to take 
reasonable legislative and other measures, within its available resources, to achieve the 
progressive realisation of the right. Section 28 of the Constitution provides that every child has 
the right to basic nutrition, shelter, basic health care services and social services. Section 28 goes 
further than section 27. Should the state be challenged on the basis that its actions have the effect 
of depriving children (of any age) of their section 28 rights, the court is empowered to order the 
state to take steps to ensure that basic nutrition, shelter, etc. are provided. This is so because, 
unlike the right to social security, the rights of children are not fettered to the extent that the state 
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can answer to a charge by showing that it has taken steps within available resources to 
progressively realise the right. If the court finds the state in breach, it will be ordered to provide 
support. A defence that its departmental budgets do not permit such expenditure will not assist it. 
 
In addition, South Africa has assumed obligations under various international human rights 
treaties. According to Kruger & Motala (1997:70) the Bill of Rights and South Africa‟s 
ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) commit the 
government to, at the very least, “assist in the eradication of child poverty, supporting families in 
caring for children and recognising the importance of income transfers in this regard”. The South 
African National Programme of Action for Children (NPA) was launched in 1996 and is rooted 
in the CRC. The NPA provides the framework for an integration of all government and NGO 
policies to promote the well-being of children. 
 
The White Paper for Social Welfare 
Consultations on the White Paper for Social Welfare started as early as 1995. The White Paper 
for Social Welfare was adopted in August 1997 and needs to be viewed against the backdrop of 
constitutional reconstruction and development obligations and government‟s serious attempts to 
promote economic development in terms of GEAR. 
 
The policy shift from a rehabilitative and institutional approach to a developmental approach to 
social welfare (DSW) is set out in the White Paper for Social Welfare. The aim of developmental 
social welfare is to “serve and build a self-reliant nation in partnership with all stakeholders 
through an integrated social welfare system which maximises its existing potential, and which is 
equitable, sustainable, accessible, people-centred and developmental”. 
 
One of the aims of developmental social welfare is to reduce the number of South Africans relying 
on social security as a main source of support. At present, approximately 90% of the welfare budget 
is directed towards social security2, while social welfare services receive approximately 8%. In line 
with the Department of Welfare‟s emphasis on promoting social welfare, it is working towards 
gradually reducing social security spending to 80% of its budget and increasing social welfare 
spending to 20% (Robinson & Sadan 1999:22). 
 
The developmental social welfare approach is appreciated by many role players in the welfare 
community, but many warn that unemployment and destitution in South Africa take on such high 
proportions that public works programmes and other development initiatives underway will 
probably only reach a few of those in need. Furthermore, the White Paper for Social Welfare has 
been criticised for being “strong on rhetoric and principle, but weak on concrete targets for 
restructuring and delivery” (Lund 1998:12). It was already during the drafting phase of the White 
Paper for Social Welfare that Cosatu (cited in Lund 1998:12) called for quantified commitments or 
                                                 
2 The social security system has four major elements: private savings, social insurance, social assistance (grants and 
pensions) and social relief. 
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targets in order to prevent social security and welfare priorities from being hamstrung by rigid 
budget deficit reduction targets. A comprehensive and rational plan is yet to be devised. 
 
While the developmental and redistributive impact of grant provision, as well as the complementary 
nature of the relationship between grant provision and development, were emphasised in literature 
at the time (see Ardington & Lund 1995), a common perception was that grant provision creates 
dependency, results in unproductive social spending and is not sustainable. Thus, apart from 
viewing welfare reform against the background of constitutional reconstruction and development 
obligations and GEAR, it should also be considered in terms of this perception. 
 
Budgetary allocations – the challenge of parity 
Historically, white people enjoyed the social insurance and benefits characteristic of some 
Western European welfare states. From 1972 onwards, rules regulating access to social security 
measures were gradually relaxed to include other racial groups as well (see Van der Berg 1994 
and Kruger 1995). The Social Assistance Act of 1992 made provision for the extension of all 
social security measures to all South African citizens on an equal scale. However, the regulations 
for the Act were only published in 1996 and this resulted in the Act being dormant between these 
two dates. The incorporation of black people into the system posed a major fiscal challenge to 
the welfare state. 
 
This was particularly true of the main grant for child and family care - the State Maintenance 
Grant (SMG). Prior to 1992, African women were largely excluded from access and today, as 
previously, a significantly higher percentage of coloured women and children in comparison to 
the other three population groups (as distinguished by the apartheid regime) benefits from this 
grant.3  
 
Cost projections of reaching racial equity led the government to appoint a technical committee of 
enquiry to investigate the problem. 
 
1.6 The Lund Committee on Child and Family Support 
 
The Lund Committee on Child and Family Support (henceforth referred to as the Lund Committee) 
was established by the Committee of the Minister of Welfare and the Provincial Members of the 
Executive Council (the Welfare MINMEC) in February 1996. The main tasks of the Lund 
Committee were to undertake a critical appraisal of the existing system of state support to children 
and families and to explore alternative policy options in this regard, to investigate the possibility of 
increasing parental financial support through the private maintenance system and to develop 
approaches for effective targeting of programmes for children and families. These tasks were to be 
                                                 
3 It was estimated that for every 1000 coloured children, 48 were in receipt of maintenance grants. During the early 
1990s This compared to 45 per 1000 Indian children, 14 per 1000 white children and 3 per 1000 black children 
(Lund Committee 1996:12). 
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fulfilled within the context of the new developmental model of social welfare and binding fiscal 
constraints specified in the GEAR strategy. 
 
The Lund Committee report noted that: “The Committee started its work knowing that whatever 
recommendations are made, there will be losers. When the Constitution and macro-economic policy 
combine the need for equity with a commitment to curbing social spending, no „win-win situation‟ 
is possible” (Lund Committee 1996:26). It is important to note that the Lund Committee, rather than 
only exploring alternatives to grants, made a strong case for the continuation of grants. Although at 
a lower amount because of budget constraints and the larger numbers whom it was hoped to reach, 
the Committee acknowledged this form of poverty relief as the most efficient and effective for 
children in a society where parental maintenance and access to jobs would not be a sufficient 
alternative due to high structural unemployment. 
 
The State Maintenance Grant 
State Maintenance Grants were awarded to custodian parents/caregivers in the following 
circumstances: if the parent was single, widowed or separated; had been deserted by her/his 
spouse for more than six months; her/his spouse received a social grant or had been declared 
unfit to work for more than six months; her/his spouse was in prison or state institution or drug 
treatment centre for more than six months. Parents were eligible for this means tested grant if 
they had applied for financial support from the fathers/mothers of their children through a 
magistrate‟s court (private maintenance) and had been unable to get it. Previously it was only 
awarded to women. 
 
The grant was divided into a monthly parent allowance of R430 and a child allowance of R135 
per child for a maximum of two children. A person did not qualify for this portion if she/he 
received another social grant, such as an Old Age Grant or Disability Grant. The grant was 
payable until the child was 16.
4
 Recipients of the parent allowance were mostly single mothers 
(for more detail see Lund Committee 1996:78-79). 
 
There was much variation in how the grants were applied by the different administrations under 
apartheid and especially those administrations dealing with African people. For example, some 
of the latter administrations did not administer the grant at all, while others only awarded the 
child allowance part of the grant. Because many grandmothers are supporting their 
grandchildren, some administrations awarded the child allowance to grandmothers – this became 
known as the “granny grant” Since 1996 these “granny grants” have been phased out and 
grandmothers were encouraged to apply for the larger Foster Child Grant.  
 
                                                 
4 Prior to the 1996 amendments to the Social Assistance Act, the SMG was awarded to four legitimate children and 
one illegitimate child until the age of 18. Under certain circumstances, e.g. if the child was still undergoing 
secondary or tertiary education, the grant was extended to children older than 18. 
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The Lund Committee’s recommendations 
The main thrust of the Lund Committee's recommendations was “a proposal which integrates the 
promotion of the financial responsibility of parents with the introduction of a child support 
benefit” (Lund Committee 1996:3). The Lund Committee proposed the introduction of a flat-rate 
Child Support Benefit. The phasing out of the State Maintenance Grant over a five-year period 
would finance this benefit. The Lund Committee proposed that the benefit would be paid via the 
primary caregiver to all children who qualify in terms of a (simple) means test. The Lund 
Committee stated that the proposed policy deviates from the (nuclear) family preservation policy 
of welfare in the past. Since many, if not the majority, poor households in South Africa are not 
nuclear families, this model is not appropriate. Households and family life take on many 
complex forms that make the SMG and its regulations difficult to implement. Within this context 
the Lund Committee shifted the focus from the family model to a plan modelled around a central 
theme “follow the child” (Lund Committee 1996:84). Although the focus was now on the child, 
the Lund Committee argued that the new direction would not negatively influence family 
preservation. 
 
The Lund Committee proposed that the new benefit should be aimed at children in their most 
vulnerable years and should be made available at the very least to children 0-4 years. Although 
the Lund Committee recommended that the benefit be paid to the age of nine, they also argued 
that this did not seem feasible within current fiscal constraints. For the grant to be awarded and 
continued the child‟s birth must be registered and the caregiver would be obliged to engage the 
child in certain health related activities, such as growth monitoring and immunisation. It was 
further recommended that the relatively small cash amount of the benefit be transferred to a bank 
or post office account on a quarterly basis to engage beneficiaries, especially those from rural 
areas, with financial institutions. 
 
The Lund Committee recommended that the Household Subsistence Level (HSL) could be used 
to determine the minimum level of the benefit. It also stated that it was in favour of a lower 
benefit if this meant more children could be included. According to their calculations an amount 
of R70 per month, based on the HSL, seemed realistic within the budgetary situation in 1996. 
 
The Committee recommended the continuation of the Foster Child Grant and the Care 
Dependency Grant. The Lund Committee strongly advocated the reform of the judicial 
maintenance system as one way of promoting the responsibility of individual parents towards 
their children. Furthermore, it proposed comprehensive inter-sectoral collaboration on 
programmes aimed at poverty relief and eradication, particularly with the health and early 
childhood development sectors (Lund Committee 1996:55-96). The Lund Committee referred to 
the forging of practical links between welfare, social security, poverty alleviation and other 
development programmes on provincial and national levels “in order to divert as many 
applicants from social security as possible to opportunities which could increase their 
independence” (Lund Committee 1996:86). 
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The Lund Committee stated that the benefit would have a redistributive impact by shifting 
limited resources to particularly poor households (in rural areas) and would be aimed at 
protecting the poorest children in their most vulnerable years. The Lund Committee was also of 
the opinion that the new child benefit, in the short term, had a greater potential for the protection 
of more children over the medium and longer term, than the alternatives that were considered 
(Lund Committee 1996:97). 
 
The Lund Committee acknowledged the negative consequences of government‟s decision to 
terminate the SMG. They referred in particular to women in their 40s and 50s currently receiving 
grants who would have difficulty in finding alternative income, young people who would have to 
work for the maintenance of their families and grandmothers whose “already stressed Old Age 
Pension will have to do more work in household support” (Lund Committee 1996:96). The 
proposals would have severe implications for households (especially single parent households) 
where the SMG represents the only source of income. The Lund Committee indicated that it 
found it difficult “to try to balance the best interest of children, as South Africa‟s future 
investment, against demographic realities, economic constraints and constitutional rights” (Lund 
Committee 1996:97). Members of the Lund Committee also acknowledged that the proposals 
would reach only a small proportion of South Africa‟s needy children, and that it would detract 
from resources some women and children are receiving under the current system. 
 
As set out by the Portfolio Committee on Welfare and Population Development, (1997:5) 
Cabinet accepted the following proposal based on the Lund Committee‟s recommendations on 5 
March 1997: 
 A new child support benefit system would be phased in from 1 August 1997. 
 A moratorium would be placed on all new SMG applications. 
 The parent component of the present SMG would be eliminated. 
 All current SMG benefits would be reduced at 20% per year starting in 1997. 
 The new system would be awarded to children up to the age of 6. 
 A flat rate amount of R75 would be paid to the caregiver. 
 The money shall be paid to the caregiver. 
 The caregiver must ensure that the child attends health care facilities.  
 The caregiver must present proof that he or she went through the private maintenance 
             system first. 
 The child‟s birth must be registered. 
 A simple means test would be devised to identify 30% of children in the eligible age group 
            who are most poverty stricken. 
 
Reactions to the proposal 
Although the extension of the child benefit was widely welcomed by the welfare community, the 
report of the Lund Committee as well as the recommendations accepted by cabinet sparked a 
lively debate. Increased pressure from civil society on government led to parliamentary public 
hearings - in Cape Town, Umtata and Pietersburg - on the proposals, organised by the Portfolio 
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Committee on Welfare, during April 1997. Many NGOs, the South African National NGO 
Coalition, academics, the Commission for Gender Equality, South African Human Rights 
Commission, South African National Council for Child and Family Welfare, Child Welfare 
Society, the Congress of South African Trade Unions (COSATU), the Black Sash, the South 
African Council of Churches and others from the welfare community presented submissions 
during these hearings 
 
In general, all presenters at the public hearings applauded the government‟s attempt to extend the 
grant to include all or more poor children, but serious concern was levelled at the manner in 
which the equalisation in the new child support benefit was being sought and the implementation 
thereof. 
 
Main issues in the debate included the following: the premises regarding fiscal constraints 
determining the scope and level of the benefit,5 the administrative capacity of the Department of 
Welfare to implement the proposals, the social costs of the proposals and concomitant 
implications for social work and child care in general. In essence it was a debate on the nature 
and implications of the exclusion/inclusion of children and their caregivers under a new welfare 
system. Organisations of civil society also campaigned for a higher amount for the proposed 
grant and this resulted in an increase from R75 to R100 per month.  
 
Implementation of the proposal 
The proposal accepted by Cabinet was implemented by an amendment to the Social Assistance 
Act, 1992 (No. 59 of 1992). This was done through the enactment of the Welfare Laws 
Amendment Act, 1997 (No. 106 of 1997). The amendments to the Social Assistance Act of 1992 
(No. 59 of 1992) came into effect on 19 December 1997. It authorised the phasing out of the 
State Maintenance Grant (SMG) over a three-year period from 1 April 1998. It also introduced 
the new Child Support Grant (CSG). The objective of the Department of Welfare was that the 
CSG would reach three million children by the year 2003. 
 
The Manual on Child Support Grant (Department of Welfare 1998:71) gives the following 
reasons for the phasing out of the SMG: 
 The current SMG is financially unsustainable. 
 The government is unable to cover all the cost of rearing poor children, but is able to contribute 
towards the support of children through the grant. 
 The government has a moral obligation to address the imbalances of the past by extending access 
to all children, specifically to the African children who are the majority of the poor children. 
                                                 
5 Many participants criticised the Department of Welfare for taking budget constraints as one of the main points of 
departure in the development of a new welfare policy for child support. Barberton (1997:2) for example, remarked 
that “to approach the problem from a fiscal side first, shows a callous disregard for the rights of the most vulnerable 
in society” and that “when it comes to choosing between a particular budget constraint and children‟s right to a 
grant, the budget constraint should take second place” (Barberton 1996:3). 
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 Welfare as a department is unable to address poverty independently. The Department of Welfare 
should form linkages with other Departments such as Labour, Public Works, Health, etc. to 
alleviate the level of poverty. 
 
The principles for the implementation of the CSG were as follows: 
 The CSG would supplement the costs of rearing children in very poor households. 
 The level of the CSG would be linked to an objective measure of need and would be 
operationalised through the means test.  
 The operation of the CSG would acknowledge fiscal constraints and limitations. 
 The focus of the grant would be on children, not the „family‟; thus ensuring that the grant 
would follow the child even if that child were to be cared for by a different caregiver than the 
one who initially applied for the grant. 
 The CSG would be one of several programmes aimed at poverty relief. 
 
The CSG was introduced at a level of R100 per month for each child younger than 7. The money 
would be paid to the primary caregiver of the child. Applicants for the grant were required to: 
 Pass a means test based on household income. 
 Have a valid identity document. 
 Have a birth certificate or birth registration certificate for the child. 
 Provide proof that the child was immunised. 
 Not without good reason refuse to assume employment or participate in an income generating 
project. 
 Make an effort to secure maintenance from the parent/s of the child where applicable. 
 
The means test was based on household income and filtered out applicants who: 
 lived in an urban area and whose household income exceeded R800 per month; 
 live in an informal settlement or rural area and whose household monthly income exceeded 
R1100. 
 
The uptake for the CSG was much lower than expected and in June 1999 the rules governing the 
applicability of the grant were changed. In March 1999 the CSG reached approximately 45 000 
children, while the figure for March 2000 is 314 209 (Department of Welfare 2000). According 
to the Department of Welfare more than 20 000 beneficiaries on average are added every month. 
The means test would henceforth apply to personal income and the conditions concerning 
immunisation and job creation projects were scrapped.  
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CHAPTER 2: FINDINGS OF THE SMG STUDY 
 
2.1 Economic and social responses to the phase-out 
 
Even after the second reduction in the SMG it is still playing a significant role in the income of 
both beneficiaries and their households. Irrespective of the level of poverty in beneficiary 
households, in the majority of cases the SMG played an important role in keeping households 
above the bottom of the scale of poverty. Like the Old Age Grant (OAG), it reaches much wider 
than its intended target. The majority of beneficiaries stay in multi-generational households and 
pool their grant income with other sources of household income. In many instances non-
beneficiary children also benefit from the SMG. The SMG enabled many vulnerable mothers to 
care for their children and it contributed to the survival of extremely vulnerable woman-headed 
(single-caregiver) households. There is in general no evidence of a significant leakage of the 
SMG to households with a relatively high income, i.e. SMG beneficiary households are 
predominantly poor. 
 
At the time of the second cut in the SMG, personal, as well as household income, had already 
dropped in the majority of cases below certain minimum levels. Both individual and household 
incomes are under pressure. Beneficiaries report that their quality of life has seriously 
deteriorated and that they are already cutting back on life essentials such as food. They also 
experience problems in covering other core household expenses such as rent, electricity and 
clothing. The payment of school fees is an extra burden for the majority of them. In some cases 
furniture is being pawned or repossessed in order to cover debts. In cases where the SMG is the 
only source of income, households are on the brink of total collapse. 
 
The following sources of income were identified as alternatives to make up for the loss in 
income from the phase out of the SMG: caregivers could find employment in the open labour 
market, they could engage in some activity in the SMME sector, they could apply for private 
maintenance, they could be referred to Developmental Social Welfare programmes/projects and 
public works programmes, they could qualify for a CSG and/or another state grant. 
 
Participation in the labour market and SMME sector 
The majority of beneficiaries were at some stage involved in the job market, either by doing paid 
work or looking for a job, even before the first cut in the SMG. Due to a combination of factors, 
including the poor performance of the economy, their age, educational level and childcare 
responsibilities of beneficiaries, the few who found employment, got involved in mainly low-
paid casual jobs or started some survivalist home-based economic activities. SMME activities 
produce only survivalist incomes, if they last at all. Linked to the decline of the economy it 
seems that a significant number of those who acquired a job before the second reduction in the 
grant have lost it since. The majority of beneficiaries are older women who struggle more than 
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younger women to find employment as employers are reluctant to appoint them. Their only 
reliable source of income is the SMG. 
 
There is however no evidence of differences in job-seeking behaviour between beneficiary and 
non-beneficiary caregivers in SMG beneficiary households. It thus seems that the SMG did not 
necessarily act as a disincentive to find work.  
 
Private maintenance 
Many women who receive SMGs seek private maintenance. However, only a small percentage 
of beneficiaries receive it. Private maintenance, even for the minority of beneficiaries to whom it 
is available, is at a low level and not necessarily secure due to the nature of the fathers‟ 
employment status.. In these cases payments are in most instances very low and fluctuating in 
nature, thereby reflecting the current job market situation and the economy in general. For many 
other women, it is sometimes too expensive and emotionally taxing to try to secure income from 
this source. 
 
In cases where the father of the child is still alive, there is no increase in beneficiaries trying to 
secure private maintenance since the reduction in the SMG. This is mainly because fathers are 
unemployed or their whereabouts are unknown. High levels of unemployment and low levels of 
maintenance payments will continue to leave single mothers unsupported and themselves unable 
to find a job. It is also important to note that a large portion of SMG beneficiaries receive the 
SMG precisely because the fathers of their children are deceased. It seems therefore that private 
maintenance should not be viewed as an alternative to state support to single mothers and their 
children. 
 
The successful implementation of the new Maintenance Act will depend strongly on, amongst 
others, the capacity and attitudes of Department of Justice maintenance officers and the 
enforcement of regulations. Department of Welfare staff should be well-informed of these 
regulations, as well as related acts, e.g. the Domestic Violence Act, in order to provide 
comprehensive and quality services to their clients. The Department of Welfare could also play a 
crucial role in disseminating information pertaining to these acts. 
 
Other grants 
One other option for SMG beneficiaries to acquire an alternative source of income is to apply for 
another state grant. 
 
With regard to the CSG, the majority of SMG beneficiary children are seven years or older and 
do not qualify for a CSG. The income of the majority of those beneficiaries who had or who 
acquired additional income before or since the reduction in the SMG is on a level that they 
would still qualify for a CSG in terms of income. Even if they did qualify, the low level and 
short span of the CSG will not make up for the loss in income. There is however in a significant 
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percentage of SMG beneficiary households, children of non-beneficiaries who qualify but who 
have not (yet) applied for the CSG. The main reason for not applying is related to ignorance.  
 
It is argued that it is still too soon to establish whether adult beneficiaries will leave their 
children in the care of others in order to secure a FCG for them, although some mothers are 
planning or hoping to send children to relatives. The phase-out of the SMG will not directly be 
reflected in increased applications for the Foster Child Grant (FCG). It seems that adult 
beneficiaries will most probably first opt for grants with less complicated administrative 
procedures involved, that is to say if they will at all apply for other grants. It seems that the few 
beneficiaries who consider applying for another state grant would rather opt for the Disability 
Grant. The phasing-out of the SMG will most probably have no effect on applications for the 
Care Dependency Grant. 
 
In many instances it seems that households tend to group together around the Old Age Grant as 
single caregiver households become part of or form a multi-generational household with 
caregivers moving in with their mothers who receive an OAG. In some cases the OAG is the 
only reliable source of household income. The decrease in real value of the OAG and the 
increase in the number of dependants result in increased strain on elderly pensioners and 
increased poverty for the entire household. 
 
Developmental Social Welfare initiatives 
Hardly any beneficiaries were referred to or participated in public works programmes or DSW 
programmes/projects, including the Flagship Programme and projects funded by the Poverty 
Relief Fund. These alternatives are also limited in their scope and long term feasibility due to 
scale, type of project, markets, capacity in the Department of Welfare and lack of co-operation 
with other departments, NGOs and the private sector. 
 
From the case studies it seems that beneficiaries creatively utilise opportunities to secure income. 
Many are however home-bound due to their childcare and other family care responsibilities and 
are unable to take up employment elsewhere. Women also weigh the social costs of not being 
present to care for their children themselves against the economic advantage of finding (low) 
paid work elsewhere. Beneficiaries are relying more on relatives, especially their mothers and 
sisters, for assistance. In many instances the Old Age Grant is being stretched beyond limits. 
Some women also enter into relationships with men just to secure some form of livelihood for 
their children. In some cases the only option to survive economically is for children to start 
working. Women also report increased levels of conflict in their households due to economic 
hardship and in general they experience feelings of humiliation and a loss of dignity.  
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2.2 The effect of the SMG phase-out on child care patterns 
 
Some households will most probably change in form due to the phase-out of the SMG. The 
single adult household is the most vulnerable. Evidence from the case studies indicate that this 
type of household will most probably cease to exist as children and their beneficiary caregivers 
are forced by economic reality to join other households and form or become part of multi-
generational households. In these cases, children will most probably be left in the care of 
grandmothers or together with their mother join this household. If only the children join the 
household, this can probably lead some grandmothers, in the absence of other state assistance, to 
apply for the Foster Child Grant as the majority of beneficiary children are seven years or older. 
The majority of beneficiaries are already members of multi-generational households. 
 
Women represent the majority, if not all of the adults in most of the beneficiary households. In 
terms of existing per capita income levels, multi-generational households are more or less in the 
same position as single adult households and additional non-economically active people will 
place an enormous burden on these households. In many of these households the Old Age Grant 
will be the only consistent source of income. Note should be taken that the value of the OAG is 
also decreasing in real terms, even though it, unlike the CSG, has been raised somewhat in 
nominal terms each year. 
 
The possibility of children moving in with their fathers seems highly unlikely. Not only is a 
significant percentage of fathers deceased or their whereabouts unknown, but by comparing 
beneficiary children with other single parent children it seems that a culture of fathers taking 
responsibility for children is nearly non-existent. Unemployment is of course contributing to this 
situation. 
 
Although nearly all children of school-going age from beneficiary households are attending 
school, caregivers experience pressure from both the schools and children on this level. On the 
one hand principals are pressuring beneficiaries to pay school fees and on the other hand children 
are reluctant to go to school because they feel embarrassed, as they do not have the proper 
clothing, cannot pay the school fees, etc. The majority of beneficiaries mentioned that children 
demand the most economically when they are of school-going age and that they cannot cope 
with these needs. The phase-out of the SMG may result in a higher school drop-out rate. 
 
2.3 Developmental Social Welfare and the role of the Department of Welfare 
 
Keeping in mind that the institutional implementation of the developmental social welfare 
approach is relatively new to structures within the Department of Welfare and that in some 
instances it has not been formally implemented at all, it is difficult to ascertain at this stage in 
what form the approach will unfold over the longer term. It often happens that developmental 
social welfare is understood to mean creating jobs whilst its other developmental roles are 
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pushed into the background. The principles set out in the White paper for Social Welfare refer to 
much more than job creation. As pointed out by welfare staff themselves, a much clearer 
understanding of what the concept means in their day-to-day activities is necessary. 
 
The Lund Committee (1996:89) recommended a new reporting mechanism that should be 
developed which keeps an account of people who have been assisted to come off the social 
security system and who have been assisted to become involved in developmental programmes. 
In this regard, some attempts have been made in certain offices. However, these attempts have 
been abandoned as new priorities emerged. 
 
Appropriate mechanisms for co-ordination and inter-sectoral collaboration, especially between 
government departments, and between the Department of Welfare and other stakeholders, are of 
crucial importance. As stated by the Lund Committee (1996:89) the Department of Welfare itself 
cannot hope to take responsibility for the welfare of all the people who will be affected by the 
phasing out of the SMG. In addressing developmental needs, the department must not define 
itself as a job creation programme. 
 
A major obstacle identified by welfare staff at all levels in implementing developmental social 
welfare is the lack of and slow release of funding for developmental projects. However, many 
staff members are willing, committed, received some training on doing development work, have 
accepted the shift towards developmental social welfare and want to do something to improve 
the lives of poor people. But they, as well as NGOs who apply for funding, often hear from 
national side that there are no funds available. In this sense the frustration and low morale of 
welfare staff who have to execute the implementation of developmental social welfare is 
understandable. 
 
Related to the issue of funding is the timing of introducing developmental social welfare. Almost 
all the people interviewed in this study remarked that sufficient funds should have been allocated 
to projects and that a significant number of projects should have been in place and operational 
before the announcement of the phasing out of the SMG was made. As it were, and in the 
majority of cases still is, there was nothing to which welfare staff could divert SMG (and CSG) 
beneficiaries. The small number of SMG beneficiaries participating in poverty alleviation 
programmes confirms this point. Furthermore, at the very least, proper and appropriate 
administrative systems, targeting mechanisms and monitoring systems should have been in place 
to administer the implementation of the new approach. It needs to be noted that the concept of 
developmental social welfare was already conceived of by key policy strategists long before the 
White Paper for Social Welfare was released in 1997, yet many years later, there is little 
evidence of effective planning to implement this approach. 
 
The serious need for a nationally recognised and accepted strategy which facilitates proper 
administrative, monitoring, evaluation and effective management systems, which sets clearly 
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defined goals and targets and which prioritises short and long term strategies, has never before 
been as pronounced as at present. 
 
Poverty Relief Fund 
SMG beneficiaries can become involved in developmental projects implemented with funding 
from the Poverty Relief Fund provided that these projects are operational and sustainable. It 
seems that the majority of projects target rural areas and can therefore include SMG beneficiaries 
who live in rural areas, as has already been done in a very limited number of cases. As was 
intended, a database of these projects should be made available to welfare staff who have to 
divert beneficiaries to development projects. Welfare staff included in the case studies pointed to 
some of the many complexities involved in getting projects off the ground, inter alia a lack of 
sufficient feedback on proposals, time constraints, a lack of proper implementation guidelines 
and a lack of funding. Chapter 11 of the SMG report refers to more constraining factors 
identified in a review of the Poverty Relief Fund by Strategy & Tactics. 
 
Flagship Programme 
The criteria employed in the selection of participants in Flagship Programmes exclude current 
SMG beneficiaries. Given the fact that many beneficiaries will no longer receive the grant 
subsequent to the third reduction during April 2000 and that all other SMG beneficiaries will 
lose the grant next year, they may then qualify to participate in a Flagship project. However, 
cognisance should be taken of the age of their children, the fact that only fifteen projects have 
been implemented nationally, the majority of projects are in rural areas, the potential tension 
between existing and new participants and the temporary status of the programme. Successful 
projects are supposed to be replicated, but after several years this has not happened. 
 
Public Works Programmes 
When one looks at the potential of SMG beneficiaries‟ participation in public works 
programmes, it must be emphasised that these programmes provide only temporary employment 
and do not necessarily comprise a significant training component. The Community Based Public 
Works Programme specifically, is directed at infrastructure/construction, an industry that is 
known for being male-dominated at all levels. Most of the programmes are implemented in rural 
areas. However, in terms of funds allocated to special employment programmes two primarily 
urban based programmes, the Consolidated Municipal Infrastructure Programme and housing 
projects, receive the most. 
 
Given the economic hardship faced by those affected by the termination of the SMG, it could 
well be argued that the Department of Welfare should target these households in any 
development initiative. However, special targeting can be discriminatory and lead to the 
exclusion of others. 
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2.4 Communication of the phase out of the SMG 
 
Due to the very late announcement of the phase-out date of the SMG, both national and 
provincial departments had little time to devise extensive communication strategies to inform the 
public about these events. The printed media was utilised in all the strategies, pamphlets were 
distributed at paypoints and radio coverage was done in some local districts. In many instances 
staff from district offices used religious, school and other community meetings as a platform to 
communicate the message to current SMG beneficiaries and to market the CSG to potential 
caregiver beneficiaries. It was not clearly spelt out that a person could not receive the SMG and 
CSG simultaneously in respect of the same child/ren and this resulted in confusion on the part of 
the public. Staff were of the opinion that too little attention was given to the phasing out of the 
SMG during these campaigns. 
 
Information on the phase-out of the SMG reached the beneficiaries too late, especially at the first 
reduction. Beneficiaries had no time to budget properly, they would have preferred to be 
informed at least three months in advance. Feedback from both staff and SMG beneficiaries 
indicate that the shock and the suffering the reduction would cause were underestimated. 
 
The few beneficiaries who visited welfare staff to discuss their problems reported that staff could 
not offer any significant assistance. Beneficiaries were not informed on how to cope with the 
phase-out in the absence of referrals to job or other opportunities. 
 
It is alarming to see from the survey results that 85% of the beneficiaries in the Eastern Cape 
were not aware of the fact that the SMG will be finally terminated next year. Only about a third 
of the beneficiaries in KwaZulu-Natal and the Northern Cape respectively knew that the grant 
will be completely phased out in 2001, while in the Western Cape, just more than half were 
aware of this fact.  
 
In the context of Developmental Social Welfare (DSW), more communication should have taken 
place between departments if the hope is pinned on referrals to job/capacity building 
opportunities for these beneficiaries. If the department is serious about DSW, then much more 
resources and energy should be directed at communication between departments. The 
department should play a central role in lobbying with other departments on behalf of the 
vulnerable. In the light of the serious economic hardship facing the beneficiaries, a 
communication strategy should also include the provision of information to local authorities, 
schools, etc. to sensitise them to the plight of beneficiaries. 
 
2.5 Training of staff 
 
Staff received information and training on both the introduction of the CSG and the phasing out 
of the SMG at a very late stage, in some cases days before the implementation thereof. 
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Especially at the first reduction in the grant in April 1998 staff did not feel equipped to deal with 
inquiries from SMG beneficiaries. It seems as if they had to bear the responsibility of dealing 
with angry and disappointed clients without adequate support from senior levels within the 
Department of Welfare. Some staff members felt “embarrassed” and “stressed” because they did 
not know how to respond to the many questions beneficiaries had. It left them feeling vulnerable 
and unmotivated. Apart from relying on their own initiatives and offering emotional support, 
there was not much else they could tell beneficiaries, except that there is not much they can do 
for them. The promised resource files and databases of alternatives to which they could refer 
SMG beneficiaries did not materialise, and in most cases frontline staff have still not received 
such lists. It seems that one of the first responses by staff who deal with SMG beneficiaries, is to 
ascertain whether she qualifies for the CSG or any other state grant. Neither frontline staff nor 
those on higher levels seemed aware of the fact that for the majority of SMG beneficiaries, the 
CSG is not an alternative. In terms of the broader context of developmental social welfare, it 
seems that frontline social security staff are unable to commit themselves to the Developmental 
Social Welfare approach due to a lack of information on projects they can refer beneficiaries to. 
It does not make sense to train staff to refer beneficiaries to projects if there is nothing to refer 
them to. This can and has already in certain situations resulted in staff feeling demoralised and 
cynical about the realisation of DSW. 
 
In referring to a few cases where training was undertaken by staff from other provinces, staff 
suggested that provincial trainers from their own provinces should be used in training – they 
know best what is going on in the particular province. The content of training should be directly 
linked to the issue at stake – staff were of the opinion that insufficient time and content were 
spent on the phasing out of the SMG. Realistic and practical solutions to problems should be 
included in training. Furthermore, offices should be equipped with enough resources, e.g. 
pamphlets, posters, etc. to help them in understanding the situation better and/or to hand out to 
clients. 
 
2.6 Reflection on grants for children and monitoring grant application rates 
 
There are two underlying principles in all existing grants available to children and their 
caregivers. Firstly, there is the recognition that in general children are best cared for in a 
family/household environment and secondly that the grant will hopefully curb the flow of 
children to more expensive options such as institutional care. 
 
There seems to be an anomaly in the way in which applications for the Child Support Grant 
(CSG) and the Foster Child Grant (FCG) are handled. Due to the complicated nature of an 
application for a FCG and the workload of welfare staff, some FCG applicants are referred to the 
CSG. In these cases the two grants serve in general the same purpose, i.e. allowing poor children 
in the absence of their parents to be cared for in a family/household context. Except for the 
difference in value, the only difference in these cases between the FCG and the CSG is that the 
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FCG is the more complicated and expensive route to follow when a child reaches the age of 
seven. 
 
While the CSG does not cover older children the FCG can, contrary to its original purpose, 
encourage impoverished biological caregivers to take certain steps in order to enable somebody 
else to secure a grant for their children older than six. For example, children are left in the care of 
their relatives while their parents are pursuing opportunities elsewhere. Some of these children 
end up under the FCG system. Should the CSG cover children of all ages, these applications 
could have been handled under the CSG system, resulting in less cost and other input from the 
department of welfare, NGOs and the department of justice. It has already been acknowledged in 
policy that the caregivers of children vary over time and that an approach to “follow the child” 
best reflects the nature of “parenting”. 
 
The expected increase in the number of AIDS orphans can result in more applications for the 
FCG. Given the relatively high level of the FCG compared to the CSG and expected large 
numbers of AIDS orphans, the budget of the FCG can come under severe pressure. However, 
this potential financial pressure is still far less than the cost of institutional care for such children. 
 
Much more research is needed on the nature of applications for the FCG and the nexus between 
caregivership, grant provision and economic and demographic realities. 
 
Various factors play a role in the application rate for grants for children and their caregivers. For 
the group who qualifies, important factors include the administration of and approach of welfare 
staff to the various grants, beneficiaries‟ familiarity with the social security system, the level of 
the grant, the costs of accessing the grant and according to welfare staff public social assistance 
information campaigns have recently played an important role in increased applications. The 
existing database of grant beneficiaries, SOCPEN, is too limited to monitor and explain changes 
in application rates for grants properly. In the absence of an adequate database on grant 
applications, projections regarding increases in applications will remain speculative.  
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CHAPTER 3: FINDINGS OF THE CSG STUDY 
 
3.1 Demographic profile of the CSG households  
 
The survey showed that CSG households were in general poorer than SMG households. The 
majority of households and people in the survey were African and just over half of the 
households were situated in urban areas. A large proportion of adults in the survey had some 
form of secondary education and just over a tenth had no formal education. The majority of 
young children (6 years and younger) stayed at home – most of them because they were thought 
too young to attend school or day care, followed by just over a fifth who could not afford the 
fees.  
 
Households that received the CSG are significantly larger than the average South African 
household. Just over a quarter of these households contained no adult males, and over a half 
contained only one child that was younger than six years.  
 
3.2 Role of the CSG in household income 
 
Income levels 
For the purpose of analysis, household income sources were divided into the CSG, other state 
transfers, employment, and all other (rent, etc.). The average monthly household income for 
CSG beneficiary households was R837, and the average per capita income R131 per month. 
Without the CSG, average monthly household income would fall to R714, and average per capita 
income to R109 per month. The average per capita income in CSG households is less than half 
the Minimum Living Level (MLL) of R2636, a poverty indicator devised by the Bureau for 
Market Research. 
 
Although there were no significant differences between urban and rural household income levels, 
average rural per capita income (including CSG) was significantly lower at R122 in formal and 
R97 in informal rural areas because of larger households in these areas. Average monthly per 
capita income was less than R100 in the Northern Province (R98). 
 
Income from employment varied significantly by province, for example, households in the 
Western Cape derived on average more than twice as much income from employment (R657 per 
month) than households in the Northern Cape (R275 per month) and the North West (R317 per 
month). The majority (75%) of primary care givers (PCGs) relied on the CSG as their main 
source of support for the child beneficiary, especially in rural areas (82%). Only a small number 
                                                 
6
 MLL based on African household of seven, March 1999. 
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of PCGs relied mainly on earned income to support the child (9%), although this was more likely 
in the Western Cape (25%) and the Free State (18%). 
 
Even though there were significant variations between provinces, both average personal income 
and household income were generally lower than the qualifying income limits set for the CSG. It 
is clear that the current recipients of the CSG are eligible for the grant. It is, however, more 
difficult to judge if the CSG is reaching the “poorest of the poor”. Findings from the qualitative 
components of the study indicate that the barriers to access may prove insurmountable to the 
very poor7. 
 
Dependency on the CSG 
CSG households were highly dependent on the grant and on state transfers in general. In 18% of 
cases, the CSG was the only source of household income. Just over half (52%) of households 
derived at least 50% of household income from state transfers. Rural households were more 
reliant on the CSG, i.e. in 21% of formal rural households and 32% of informal rural households 
the CSG was the only source of household income. There were again significant provincial 
variations to this pattern, for example only 7% of households in the Free State relied entirely on 
the CSG, compared to 41% of households in the Northern Province.  
 
In all households the CSG made a significant contribution to household income. However, 
households who rely entirely on the CSG are particularly vulnerable, since the money has to 
support the entire household. Given the low levels of household income, it is, in most cases, 
improbable that the grant money is used solely to maintain the child beneficiary, particularly 
where the monthly per capita income is below R100. 
 
Expenditure patterns 
Food and other groceries represented the greatest household expense (35%), followed by 
electricity and other fuel (17%) and education (14%). Rural households spent a higher proportion 
of their income on food and fuel, while urban households spent a higher proportion on rent and 
education. The differences in spending patterns between urban and rural households reflect their 
different needs, priorities and levels of poverty.  
 
Perceptions of the effects of the CSG 
The majority (79%) of PCGs confirmed that the CSG had improved their ability to care for the 
child beneficiary. The CSG was most likely to have improved the PCGs ability to provide food. 
All households spent most of the CSG on food, but rural households were significantly more 
likely to do so. Urban households were significantly more likely to use the CSG for education 
expenditure. Those PCGs who felt the CSG had not made a significant impact were most likely 
to hold this opinion because they considered the amount to be inadequate. 
                                                 
7
 See „Factors that impede access‟. 
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3.3 Profile of Primary Care Givers (PCGs) 
 
Demographics 
Virtually all (99%) PCGs were female and 89% of them were biological mothers. Thus the 
burden of child care is almost exclusively shouldered by women. Almost all PCGs who were not 
mothers were grandmothers (9%), especially in formal rural areas (12%) and in KwaZulu-Natal 
(19%). However, in almost half of these cases (47%) the biological mother lived in the same 
household as the PCG and the child beneficiary. All PCGs were closely related to the child 
beneficiary.  
 
Most of the CSG recipients were African (85%), but there was also a significant proportion of 
Coloured CSG beneficiaries (15%) who were concentrated in the Western and Northern Cape. 
There were very few Indian CSG beneficiaries (1%), and virtually no white recipients. This 
reflects not only the general population structure of South Africa, but also the distribution of 
wealth. 
 
The vast majority (81%) of PCGs were younger than forty years, and the proportion of PCGs 
older than sixty years was very small (3%). However, there was a significantly higher proportion 
of elderly PCGs in KwaZulu-Natal (10%), where it was also more likely that the PCG was a 
grandparent rather than a parent.  
 
Marital status 
More than half (55%) of the PCGs were single and had never been married. Almost three-
quarters (72%) of the PCGs who were biological parents were single parents. Since the CSG 
targets those on a limited income and single parents are generally more vulnerable financially, 
this was again not unexpected. Single unmarried PCGs tended to be younger and were more 
likely to live in formal urban areas (65%). PCGs who were married (22%) were generally older 
than thirty years and were more likely to be found in formal rural areas (33%). 
 
Education status 
Most (47%) PCGs had only some level of secondary education, but a significant proportion had 
completed matric (16%). There was an inverse correlation with age, i.e. younger PCGs tended to 
be significantly better educated than older ones. Almost half (49%) of PCGs below the age of 
twenty and 11% of PCGs younger than thirty were still studying. 
 
Economic status 
More than half (56%) of the CSG recipients were unemployed. Almost one third (27%) of PCGs 
were earning money in some form8, but the income derived from this was minimal. There were 
also considerable provincial variations in the level of employment (46% of PCGs in the Western 
                                                 
8
 This includes formal employment, temporary/seasonal employment, casual work and self-employment. 
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Cape compared to only 17% in Mpumalanga were employed), which are likely to reflect 
employment opportunities in the different provinces. Only 4% of PCGs were old age pensioners, 
although this was significantly more likely in KwaZulu-Natal (11%). 
 
One of the original recommendations of the Lund Report was that the CSG should be paid into a 
bank account, to encourage recipients to engage with financial institutions. However, less than a 
quarter (21%) of the current CSG recipients had a bank account, and this was particularly 
unlikely in informal rural areas (8%). Moreover, hardly any of the PCGs were ever able to save 
any money, especially in rural areas. This is yet another indication that the CSG is being 
received by very poor families. 
 
3.4 Profile of child beneficiaries 
 
Demographics 
In the majority of households (77%), there was only one CSG beneficiary, but in just over a 
quarter (28%) of CSG households there was at least one other child that was eligible for the CSG 
but did not receive it. The majority of PCGs had only very limited knowledge about the number 
of children for which they could apply (51% said they did not know, 46% gave an incorrect 
answer), and 52% believed that only the mother of a child could apply for the CSG. 
 
There was no difference in the number of male and female child beneficiaries. However, almost 
three quarters (71%) of child beneficiaries were between two and five years old. These figures 
are probably linked to difficulties with documents like birth certificates, as well the fact that 
children become more expensive as they grow older especially when they start schooling. 
 
Health status 
It is difficult to assess accurately health levels of children when relying on the subjective opinion 
of care givers, but most PCGs thought that the general health of the child beneficiaries compared 
favourably with the health of other children of the same age. Almost all of the respondents said 
that the child beneficiaries had all the immunisations necessary at their age, although we are not 
able to verify the truth of these statements or examine what, in the PCG‟s opinion, constitutes 
“all the vaccinations necessary”. However, most PCGs said that, apart from the provision of the 
CSG, access to free health care for children had made the biggest difference to their ability to 
care for the child beneficiary. 
 
Care giving patterns 
The majority (58%) of child beneficiaries were at home during the day, rather than in school or 
day care. In the case of beneficiaries younger than two years this was mainly because of their 
age. However, almost half (46%) of the six-year-old beneficiaries were not attending school or 
pre-school because of financial constraints. The CSG seemed to have some influence on care 
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levels though, since child beneficiaries were more likely to be in crèche or day care, and non-
beneficiaries were more likely to stay at home.  
 
Most (57%) child beneficiaries were looked after by the PCG if they were not in school or day 
care. However, a significant number of child beneficiaries (19%) was cared for by the maternal 
grandmother for at least part of the day. Most (97%) of child beneficiaries had lived in the same 
household since birth, and almost all of them (94%) had lived with the same PCG since birth. 
 
Financial contributions from and contact with absent parents 
Very few of the single parents (17%) and the PCGs who were not a biological parent received 
any financial assistance from the absent parent/s, and most had never received any contribution. 
Mothers were most likely to contribute (21%), and if the child beneficiary lived with the mother, 
the absent father was more likely to contribute (17%) than if the PCG was not the mother (6%). 
The main reason why absent parents did not contribute was that they were deceased. However, 
among living parents, the most common reason why mothers had never contributed or had 
stopped contributions was that they were financially unable to, while the reasons for fathers were 
more likely to be that their location or their identity was unknown. 
 
Very few PCGs had tried to obtain financial contributions from absent parents through the 
courts. In the case of single parents, legal attempts for maintenance have declined even further 
since June 1999, while it has remained the same for PCGs who are not parents. The main reason 
why mothers weren‟t being pursued by the PCG was knowledge of their insufficient funds, while 
the main reason for not pursuing fathers was again lack of knowledge about their location or 
identity. 
 
Mothers who were not the PCG were most likely to have regular contact with the child 
beneficiary, even if they did not live in the same household as the child. Child beneficiaries who 
had a single mother as their PCG saw their father more often than child beneficiaries whose PCG 
was not a parent. 
 
3.5 Access to the CSG 
 
The survey assessed several aspects that relate to access to the CSG, in particular the CSG 
publicity campaign, the application procedure, knowledge about the CSG, and factors which 
impede access. The survey did not include unsuccessful CSG applicants, but in both case studies 
focus groups were conducted with unsuccessful applicants.  
 
Publicity campaign 
In order to introduce the CSG, the Department of Welfare embarked on national and provincial 
publicity campaigns. Information about the CSG was mainly disseminated through TV, radio, 
pamphlets and posters. Provincial departments were expected to develop their own appropriate 
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communication strategies to publicise the grant. These strategies varied considerably in approach 
and had different impacts.  
 
While close on two thirds (62%) of respondents overall, and especially those in rural areas, felt 
the CSG had been publicised enough, one has to remember that these are people who actually 
receive the grant. However, less was known about the recent changes in the legislation, and there 
were significant provincial differences in the responses. Some NGO representatives claimed that 
they had contributed more to publicising the CSG than the Department of Welfare. 
 
CSG beneficiaries were most likely to have heard about the grant from other recipients, which 
could account for possible misinformation. Radio was the second most common source of 
information about the CSG, especially in informal rural areas. However, poverty and high levels 
of illiteracy mean TV adverts (only 48% of respondents have access to a TV) or written 
information are bound to be much less accessible to many potential beneficiaries. 
 
Only 53 (5%) of the respondents knew about the toll-free information number, and only nine of 
them had called it. However, about a third of respondents had received information directly from 
the Department of Welfare. While it is difficult to assess accurately what impact the national and 
provincial publicity campaigns had as opposed to the work of NGOs, government officials were 
generally more positive about the official campaigns than NGO representatives. However, it was 
clear that the provincial campaigns had had different levels of success, and those which involved 
direct contact with potential beneficiaries seem to have had a significantly greater impact.  
 
Application procedure 
When the CSG was first introduced in 1998, applicants were required to supply their own 
identity document, the child‟s identity document or birth certificate, as well as the child‟s 
immunisation card. Most applicants were asked to provide all of these documents, although only 
either the child‟s identity document or birth certificate are necessary. Since the change in 
legislation in June 1999, proof of the child‟s immunisation is now no longer required. However, 
most CSG recipients who applied after this date were still asked for the child‟s immunisation 
card. 
 
Very few CSG recipients in the survey said they had had problems supplying any of these 
documents. However, during in-depth interviews and focus group discussions, the lack of 
necessary documents emerged as one of the main obstacles faced by prospective applicants. The 
child‟s identity document or birth certificate was particularly problematic due to the significant 
number of home births, especially in rural areas, and the practice of registering children only 
once they are ready to start school. Another complaint that was voiced in relation to documents 
was that that the Department of Home Affairs took exceedingly long to process applications for 
the necessary documents. 
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Since the change in legislation, the means test is no longer calculated on the household income 
but rather on the personal income of the primary caregiver. There was, however, no significant 
reduction in the number of applicants who were asked about the household income after this 
change in June 1999. This could be due to the continuing use of the old application forms which 
ask about household income, as well as the fact that welfare staff‟s information about the 
changes in legislation varied significantly across the different provinces.  
 
Staff attitude  
Most respondents in the survey were positive about the attitudes of welfare staff. However, 
opinions expressed in the case studies and in-depth interviews were more critical. Issues raised 
included the fact that welfare staff were often overworked, and had no time to assist potential 
applicants either with securing the relevant documents or understanding the application process, 
especially in the case of applicants who are illiterate. Respondents also complained that officials 
were often badly informed, and applicants therefore received conflicting information. 
 
Collection of payment  
The majority of CSG recipients collected the money at a welfare paypoint. More than half of 
them spent longer than an hour queuing for the CSG payment. However, almost all respondents 
spent an hour or less getting to the paypoint. Although the majority of CSG recipients did not 
incur any costs in getting to the paypoint, recipients living in rural areas were less likely to pay 
for transport than recipients living in formal urban areas.  
 
Concept of primary care giver  
More than half of the current CSG recipients in the survey thought that to qualify for the grant 
the PCG had to be the parent of the child beneficiary. This view is further supported by the 
young age of many of the primary care givers in the survey. However, the views expressed in 
both the in-depth interviews and the case studies seem to suggest that the registered primary 
caregivers might not always be the actual care givers of the child.  
 
Comments about the CSG 
The main critical comment respondents had about the CSG was that the amount was insufficient. 
Even though many respondents said they were very grateful for the money and that it made a 
difference, they still felt that the money was inadequate. Another big concern was that the grant 
would be discontinued just as the child was about to start school, and according to the majority 
of PCGs children become more expensive as they get older. A number of PCGs claimed they 
would not be able to pay for the education of their children without the CSG. Other respondents 
mentioned their desire to work, and asked the government to provide more income-generating 
projects.  
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Factors that impede access to the CSG 
Information regarding the factors that impeded access to the CSG were mainly gathered from the 
in-depth interviews with stakeholders and the case studies. Although the lack of relevant 
documents was raised as one of the main factors that impeded access to the grant, lack and in 
some instances cost of transport especially in rural areas were also identified as problematic. 
Some potential beneficiaries were so poor that the cost of applying for the CSG (documents, 
travel) was prohibitive. It also transpired from the in-depth interviews and case studies that 
potential beneficiaries did not think it was worth the effort to apply for the CSG, because the 
amount was too little and the grant would only last until the child‟s seventh birthday.  
 
In addition, many respondents complained about the long waiting periods, and welfare officials 
admitted that they were often not able to process applications within the required time frame. 
Staff shortages, lack of resources and the occasional loss of application forms further acerbated 
the problem. Moreover, there were complaints from some CSG beneficiaries about staff attitudes 
and lack of knowledge among the staff about the criteria of the CSG. The lack of co-operation 
between the different government departments, especially between the Department of Home 
Affairs and Welfare was mentioned repeatedly as being problematic. 
 
3.6 Income-generating projects 
 
Prior to the change in legislation in June 1999, CSG applicants could not refuse to assume 
employment or participate in a development project if one was available. This requirement was 
meant to enable beneficiaries to support themselves in the longer term, in line with the concept 
of developmental social welfare.  
 
Just over a third of current beneficiaries had heard about income-generating projects. Welfare 
officials admitted that they did not always inform applicants about income-generating projects, 
either because they did not know they were supposed to encourage income-generating project 
participation, or because there were no appropriate projects in the area. 
 
Information about income generating-projects was again most likely to come from word of 
mouth, but also from NGOs and community-based organisations. Over half of the respondents 
said there were no income-generating projects in their area. 
 
While only a very small proportion of respondents were involved in an income-generating 
project or had their name on a list to participate in a project, the majority were interested in 
becoming involved in a project of this sort. Respondents claimed the main reason they were not 
involved in an income-generating project was that there were none in the area or that they did not 
know about them.  
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3.7 The role of community-based health workers  
 
A number of in-depth interviews were conducted with community-based health workers 
(CBHWs), to find out about their perceptions of the role of the CSG in poverty alleviation. 
While virtually all CBHWs claimed to have some knowledge about the CSG, most admitted that 
they were not entirely clear about the details. 
 
Those CBHWs who said they were involved with the CSG claimed that their primary task in 
relation to it was to inform potential beneficiaries about the grant and its conditions. Some also 
said they accompanied prospective applicants to the Welfare offices and helped them to 
complete the application forms. Some CBHWs said they also educated people about how to 
spend the CSG, i.e. for the benefit of the child. Overall though, CBHWs neither seemed 
particularly well informed about the CSG, nor did they feel it was one of their priorities.  
 
Most CBHWs felt the conditions of the CSG and other grants had not been publicised enough, 
and that the conditions excluded many people who were desperately poor and in need of social 
assistance.  
 
The CBHWs reported that the grant was generally used for the benefit of the entire household. 
They all agreed that R100 was not enough to alleviate poverty, but that it was better than nothing 
and had brought some relief to the families that receive it.  
DATADESK and C A S E research for the Department of Welfare           32 
CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION 
 
The research studies on the SMG and the CSG not only represent important case studies of 
welfare reform pertaining to children and their care givers, but also provide insight into the 
realisation of developmental social welfare. For SMG beneficiaries coming off the system and 
for those benefiting from the new relatively low CSG, much hope was placed on complementary 
developmental social welfare initiatives and job creation through GEAR to alleviate poverty. 
However, neither GEAR nor DSW have as yet produced expected benefits. Within this context, 
the realisation of the constitutional rights of children is negatively affected, more so in the case 
of those children not receiving the CSG. 
 
The Department of Welfare has a crucial role to play in securing some form of state assistance 
for all poor children. Through grant provision, where it is effectively provided, it seems that the 
Department of Welfare is making a significant contribution to relieving their plight. However, 
the administration and current system of grants for children is very fragmented and has big 
discrepancies. Children fall through the gaps with very negative consequences. With the 
termination of the SMG there is no grant coverage for poor children from seven to seventeen 
years. The ideal is to revise the system and work from the premise of wanting to keep children 
secure and provided for, in a family environment wherever possible. The extension of (ideally an 
increased) CSG to all children is one way of contributing to this ideal. The long term costs of not 
extending the CSG to include all children, should be weighed against short-term savings. 
Although fiscal constraints are a reality, budgetary allocation is a matter of prioritisation. 
 
As illustrated through research on the OAG as well as this research on the SMG and CSG, grants 
reach much wider than only direct recipients. Grants contribute to food and household security of 
entire households. In many households state grants present the only secure or constant source of 
income. In the context of high unemployment levels and precarious employment contracts 
resulting in a lack of social insurance, these grants provide protection against the contingencies 
of a dynamic market economy. Compared to other poverty alleviation options, when grants are 
delivered efficiently, more funds go directly to the poor.  
 
With the acceptance of the DSW policy framework, the role of the Department of Welfare 
became more complicated. The Department of Welfare needs clarity on its role and functions in 
order to prevent any confusion regarding its role in economic empowerment or in poverty 
alleviation. Welfare should also rethink its vision of DSW, as well as the operationalisation 
thereof. At present social workers have to be agents of DSW, social security and social services 
resulting in them ending up ineffective and disillusioned. 
 
Welfare should concentrate on what it does best for the most vulnerable and pinpoint who is 
responsible for the rest. This is more in line with its vision of an integrated welfare system, rather 
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than perpetuating a duplication and “watering down” of its limited capacity. There is an urgent 
need for inter-sectoral co-operation to get developmental social welfare off the ground.  
 
If child grants were improved in terms of amount of money, number eligible, administration, 
community care enhanced with the private sector and NGOs as important partners, and central 
government focuses on job creation, we would begin to close the gaps of poverty in a systematic 
and comprehensive way. It is hoped that the newly appointed Committee of Inquiry into Social 
Security will put social assistance to children high on their agenda. Work done by the Lund 
Committee, as well as insights gained from our research on the SMG and the CSG should feed 
into the work of the Committee on Social Security. 
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CHAPTER 5: RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. The national budget of the state should be reprioritised in order to realise children‟s 
constitutional rights. Considering that the constitutional rights of children are seriously 
affected by the termination of the State Maintenance Grant (SMG), that many poor children 
are not reached by the CSG, and the fact that developmental social welfare and job creation 
are performing so poorly, urgent consideration should be given to provide all children from 
poor households with direct state assistance. All relevant state departments should contribute 
to this assistance. The newly appointed Ministerial Committee of Inquiry into Social Security 
should investigate this matter. 
 
2. The Child Support Grant should be extended to include poor children of all ages at as high a 
level as possible.  
 
3. The Care Dependency Grant should remain at the same level given the special needs of the 
children the grant is catering for. 
 
4. Criteria for and administration of awarding the Foster Child Grant should be monitored. 
Eligible applicants should not be redirected to the CSG. Further research is needed on the 
Foster Child Grant. 
 
5. A proper system should be put in place to train welfare staff on the following: 
 Informing SMG beneficiaries of the termination of the grant and providing them with local 
specific information on where they could go to for assistance; 
 Responding to queries from SMG beneficiaries regarding the implications of the 
termination of the SMG; 
 Regulations regarding the new Maintenance Act; 
 Criteria relating to the CSG with special reference to the concept of „primary care giver‟, 
the number of children a PCG is eligible to apply for and the documents that are required 
for the grant; 
 The June 1999 changes in legislation regarding the CSG, in particular the calculation of the 
means test on personal rather than household income. 
 
6. CSG application forms should be updated to include the June 1999 changes in legislation. 
 
7. The campaign publicising the CSG should be reassessed. In particular: 
 More appropriate methods of informing poorer communities with higher levels of illiteracy 
and more limited access to TV should be investigated; 
 More emphasis should be placed on direct contact with communities that would be most 
likely to access the grant; 
 Closer co-operation with NGOs and CBOs to inform the public about the grant. 
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8. There is an urgent need to improve co-operation between different government departments 
to eliminate factors impeding on potential applicants‟ access to the CSG. Departments that 
need to be targeted are: 
 Home Affairs - to ensure that CSG applicants‟ requests for documents be processed 
speedily; 
 Health – to publicise the grant and to refer potential applicants. 
 
9. The existing law should be enforced that no child should be excluded from school on account 
of not paying school fees if they cannot afford to. 
 
10. Developmental social welfare must be operationalised to include: 
 The setting up and effective functioning of projects and other developmental activities that 
grant beneficiaries can be referred to; 
 Ensuring that welfare staff are aware of the principles of developmental social welfare and 
how it impacts on their work; 
 Setting up a system that captures statistics, referrals and details of people diverted to 
developmental activities; 
 Developing a good communication and feedback system within the Department of Welfare 
and well as between the Department and its clients in order to facilitate developmental 
social welfare; 
 The implementation of a performance appraisal system for staff giving recognition to both 
developmental work and statutory/case work. 
 
11. The SOCPEN database should be reconstructed to provide more accurate, comprehensive 
and user-friendly information and all past and present grant recipients should be included on 
the system in order to monitor their progress. 
 
 
 
DATADESK and C A S E research for the Department of Welfare           36 
REFERENCES  
 
Ardington E & Lund F (1995). Pensions and development: how the social security system can 
complement programmes of reconstruction and development. Development Bank of 
Southern Africa, Development Paper 61 
 
Barberton C (1996). Lund Committee used race card to justify cuts in entitlements. Poverty 
Profile, December:2-3 
 
Barberton C (1997). Submission to the Portfolio Committee on Welfare by the Poverty 
Reduction and Monitoring Service, Idasa, on the report of the Lund Committee. 
 
Bureau of Market Research (1999). Minimum and Supplemented Living Levels in the Main 
and other Selected Urban Areas of the RSA, March 1999. Research Report No. 266, 
University of South Africa. 
 
Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (Act 108 of 1996). 
 
Department of Welfare (1997). White Paper for Social Welfare. 
 
Department of Welfare (1998). Training Manual on the Child Support Grant. 
 
Department of Welfare (2000). Annual Report. 
 
Haarmann D (1999). The living conditions of South Africa’s children. Research Monograph 
No. 9, University of Cape Town: AFReC 
 
Kruger J (1995). Government support of poor, single parent households: luxury or tool for 
development? Paper presented at the Biennial Conference of the South African Economic 
Society, Johannesburg. September 
 
Kruger J & Motala S (1997).Welfare. In Robinson S & Biersteker L (eds.). First Call: The 
South African Children’s Budget. Cape Town: IDASA 
 
Lund Committee (1996). Report of the Lund Committee on Child and Family Support. 
 
Lund F (1998). Social welfare and social security. Draft paper prepared for the Conference on 
the Politics of Economic Reform. Cape Town, January 
 
DATADESK and C A S E research for the Department of Welfare           37 
May J, Woolard I & Klasen S (2000). The nature and measurement of poverty and inequality. In 
May J (ed.). Poverty and Inequality in South Africa: Meeting the challenge. London & New 
York: Zed Books and Cape Town: David Philip Publishers 
 
Portfolio Committee on Welfare and Population Development (1997). Report on public 
hearings conducted on State Maintenance Grants, April – May 
 
Robinson S & Biersteker L (1997) (eds.). First call: the South African children’s budget. 
Cape Town: Idasa 
 
Robinson S & Sadan M (1999). Where poverty hits hardest: children and the budget in 
South Africa. Cape Town: Idasa 
 
Streak J (2000) Budget 2000 and child poverty. IDASA Budget Briefs 
 
Van der Berg S (1994). Issues in South African social security. Background paper prepared for 
the World Bank. Mimeo. Stellenbosch: University of Stellenbosch 
 
DATADESK and C A S E research for the Department of Welfare           38 
APPENDIX: COMPARISON OF THE SMG AND CSG BENEFICIARIES  
 
PROFILE OF SMG AND CSG BENEFICIARIES 
 
This section attempts to highlight some differences and similarities between the CSG and the 
SMG survey respondents. We refer the reader to the relevant chapter in the two studies which 
provide more detailed information.  
 
Important notes: 
 The survey of SMG beneficiaries covered only four provinces (Western Cape, Eastern Cape, 
KwaZulu-Natal and Northern Cape) where 79% of SMG beneficiaries are concentrated. The 
CSG survey covered all South African provinces. 
 Each group of beneficiaries has certain characteristics reflecting the criteria for qualifying for 
the specific grant. Differences between the two groups can sometimes be ascribed to these 
criteria. Generalisations can only be made to the two populations of grant beneficiaries. 
 
Demographic profile of beneficiary households 
 
Realisation of sample per province 
 
Province CSG (N) CSG (%) SMG (N) SMG (%) 
Western Cape 100 10 188 38 
Eastern Cape 129 13 128 26 
KwaZulu-Natal 120 12 118 24 
Northern Cape 95 10 61 12 
Northern Province 136 14 - - 
Gauteng 133 13 - - 
Mpumalanga 99 10 - - 
Free State 98 10 - - 
North West 89 9 - - 
Total 999 100 495 100 
Table 3: Respondents per province (number and percentage) 
 
 Table 3 illustrates the skewed distribution of SMG beneficiaries. 
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Urban/rural distribution of beneficiaries 
 
 % of households 
Area CSG SMG 
Urban formal  39 85 
Urban informal  13 7 
Rural formal 41 8 
Rural informal  8 0 
Total 100% 100% 
N 999 495 
Table 4: Proportion of beneficiary households, by area 
 
 The SMG was allocated disproportionately to people in formal urban areas. 
 The CSG has a more or less even distribution between urban and rural areas. 
 
Racial distribution of beneficiaries 
 
 % of households 
Race CSG  SMG  
African 89 29 
Coloured  13 59 
Indian  1 12 
White 0 1 
Total 100% 100% 
N 999 495 
Table 5: Percentage of people in households, by race 
 
 The SMG was mainly awarded to coloured and Indian people, while the CSG reflects the 
distribution of poorer households more accurately. 
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Age and gender distribution 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6: Age and gender distributions 
 
 CSG and SMG households contain a higher proportion of women compared to the national 
population distribution. 
 On average, CSG households contain 2.4 children (0 to 17 years) compared to SMG 
households which contain 3.6 children. 
 CSG households have a higher proportion of children younger than seven years, which is not 
surprising given the conditions of the grant. 
 SMG households contain only a small proportion of children under seven years. The older 
children would not be eligible for the CSG. 
 In both groups, children of school-going age (7 to 17 years) constitute a significant proportion 
of the household members (24 % in CSG and 32% in SMG households). 
 Both CSG and SMG households have a smaller proportion of older people (61+ years) than 
the average South African household. 
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Education  
 
 % of adults in households 
Level of education CSG SMG 
No formal education 12 6 
Primary education 27 32 
Secondary education 40 42 
Matric 17 15 
Post-matric 2 1 
Unspecified 2 4 
Total 100% 100% 
N 3527 1614 
Table 7: Highest level of education completed (Adults) 
 
 A larger proportion of adults in the CSG sample have no formal education (12%) compared to 
the SMG sample (6%). 
 
Current level of education (all children) 
 
Current education 
status 
0-6 years 7-12 years 13-17 years 
CSG SMG CSG SMG CSG SMG 
Day-care/creche 23 18 - - - - 
Pre-school 9 6 1 6 - - 
Primary  9 8 96 92 45 44 
Secondary  - - 1 - 53 50 
Stays at home 59 68 1 2 2 5 
Total  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Number  1549 425 874 450 682 467 
Table 8: Current education status of all children in the households 
 
 A higher proportion of younger children in SMG households stay at home compared to 
children in CSG households. CSG beneficiaries are more likely to attend day care/crèche. 
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Access to facilities  
 
 % of households 
Facility CSG SMG 
No access to a toilet 11 6 
No access to private phone 74 50 
No electricity  26 9 
Table 9: Access to facilities 
 
 CSG households have less access to basic facilities like electricity, toilets and private 
telephones than SMG households. This is a further indication that CSG households in general 
are poorer than SMG households. 
 
Household structure 
 
 Beneficiary households 
Household size  CSG SMG 
Mean 6.7 5.98 
Median 6 5 
Table 10: Average household size 
 
 The average number of persons in the households is higher for the CSG households compared 
to SMG beneficiary households. 
 
 % of beneficiary households 
Sex composition of household (adults) CSG SMG 
All women 27 29 
Women majority 35 36 
Equal 28 22 
Men majority 10 12 
Total 100% 100% 
N 999 495 
Table 11: Sex composition of beneficiary households 
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 In terms of the sex ratio of adults, both groups of households are dominated by women. 
 More than one quarter of both SMG and CSG households contain only female adults. 
 
Profile of adult beneficiaries 
 
Age 
 %of adult beneficiaries 
Age CSG SMG 
18-20 years 4 - 
21- 30 years 46 15 
31 –40 years 31 34 
41 – 50 years 12 35 
51-60 years 3 14 
61+ 3 1 
Total 100% 100% 
Average age 32.9 40.7 
Table 12: Age of adult beneficiaries 
 
 Almost all CSG and SMG adult beneficiaries are female. There is only one male beneficiary 
in the SMG survey, and only 5 CSG beneficiaries are male. 
 Almost 9 in 10 adult beneficiaries (86% in the SMG study and 89% in the CSG study) are the 
biological mother of the child beneficiary. In the case of the SMG this is not surprising since 
it is a requirement that the adult beneficiary be the biological mother. 
 Adult beneficiaries of the SMG are significantly older than adult beneficiaries of the CSG. 
 Half (50%) of CSG beneficiaries are younger than 30 years, and just over four fifths (81%) 
are younger than 40 years. 
 In comparison, just under half (49%) of SMG beneficiaries are younger than 40. The majority 
(69%) of SMG beneficiaries are between 30 and 50. 
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Education level of beneficiaries  
 
Education  CSG SMG 
No formal education  7 6 
Primary school 29 43 
Secondary school 46 42 
Matric 16 8 
Post-matric 1 1 
Total  100% 100% 
Number  999 495 
Table 13: Education level of adult beneficiaries 
 
 CSG beneficiaries tend to have higher education levels than SMG beneficiaries. This is 
largely due to the younger age of CSG beneficiaries. 
 
Marital status  
 % of adult beneficiaries 
Marital status CSG SMG 
Single and never married 55 35 
Married 22 28 
Widowed 12 21 
Divorced 3 11 
Separated 4 3 
Living together with a partner 5 2 
Total 100% 100% 
N 999 495 
Table 14: Marital status of adult beneficiaries 
 
 CSG beneficiaries are more likely than SMG beneficiaries to be single and to have never been 
married. 
 SMG beneficiaries are significantly more likely to be divorced (11% compared to 3% of CSG 
beneficiaries) and widowed (21% compared to 12% of CSG beneficiaries). These 
characteristics to some extent reflect criteria which apply to the SMG but not to the CSG. 
 The majority of beneficiaries (72% in the CSG study and 71% in the SMG study) are single 
mothers. 
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Economic status 
Adult beneficiaries 
Age Economic status CSG SMG 
18-20 years 
Employed 12 - 
Unemployed 40 100 
Not economically active 49 - 
Total  100% (43) 100% (2)  
21 - 30 years 
Employed 20 22 
Unemployed 65 61 
Not economically active 15 18 
Total 100% (457) 100% (74) 
31 - 40 years 
Employed 38 28 
Unemployed 55 56 
Not economically active 7 16 
Total 100% (312) 100% (170) 
41 - 50 years 
Employed 36 27 
Unemployed 50 32 
Not economically active 14 41 
Total 100% (123)  100% (175) 
51-60 years 
Employed 23 7 
Unemployed 19 28 
Not economically active 58 65 
Total 100% (31)  100% (68) 
61+ years 
Employed 7 17 
Unemployed - - 
Not economically active 93 83 
Total 100% (29) 100% (6) 
All 
Employed 27 24 
Unemployed 56 44 
Not economically active 17 32 
Total 100% (995) 100% (495) 
Table 15: Economic status of adult beneficiaries, by age 
DATADESK and C A S E research for the Department of Welfare           46 
 SMG adult beneficiaries are more likely than CSG beneficiaries to be not economically 
active9 (CSG 17% SMG 32%), especially those older than 30 years. 
 SMG beneficiaries are significantly more likely to be full time homemakers (SMG 21%, CSG 
6%), especially those older than 30 years. This can be partly explained by their age, their role 
in the household (for instance caring for their disabled husbands) and the criteria for the 
SMG. 
 CSG beneficiaries are more likely to consider themselves unemployed (CSG 56%, SMG 
44%), particularly those who are older than 40. 
 
Household income 
 
 
Mean 
household 
income 
Median 
household 
income 
Mean per 
capita 
income 
Median per 
capita 
income 
With CSG R837 R620 R131 R103 
Without CSG R714 R520 R109 R87 
With SMG R1320 R965 R247 R194 
Without SMG R1039 R635 R188 R130 
Table 16: Average household  and per capita income levels 
 
 CSG households are significantly poorer than SMG households. The SMG amount is larger 
than the CSG, but even without the grant SMG households would be significantly wealthier 
than households that receive the CSG. Furthermore, these differences would still exist even if 
we restricted analysis to the four provinces covered in both studies. However, even the SMG 
households fall below the monthly MLL10 of R294 per capita. 
 Based on average household size and racial predominance, the MLL for SMG households 
would be R1765 per month, and in CSG households it would be R1842. 
 Because of the size of the SMG, it has a noticeably large impact on income. In particular, 
mean household income falls by 21% if the SMG is removed, while CSG mean household 
income would fall by only 15% under similar conditions. 
 
                                                 
8
 Not economically active refers to people not seeking paid work, for example homemakers, pensioners and 
students. 
10
 MLL based on Coloured household of six, March 1999. 
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Province 
Average household income (R) 
With CSG With SMG Without CSG Without SMG 
Western Cape 1109 1410 992 1131 
Northern Cape 893 1377 780 1103 
KwaZulu-Natal 863 1712 730 1412 
Eastern Cape 773 808 653 542 
Gauteng 876 - 754 - 
Mpumalanga 840 - 716 - 
North West 827 - 695 - 
Free State 777 - 647 - 
Northern Province 686 - 560 - 
Table 17: Average household income, by province 
 
Area Household income CSG SMG 
Formal Urban 
With grant  901 1317 
Without grant 783 1038 
Informal Urban 
With grant  759 1281 
Without grant 639 1002 
Formal Rural 
With grant  842 1389 
Without grant 713 1092 
Informal Rural 
With grant  667 - 
Without grant 540 - 
Table 18: Average household income, by area 
 
 Among households receiving the SMG, there is no difference in household income between 
rural and urban households. 
 However, CSG households in rural areas are significantly poorer than CSG households in 
urban areas. 
 This difference can largely be attributed to the greater provincial reach of the CSG since the 
rural-urban differential disappears if we restrict our analysis to the CSG households in the 
four SMG provinces. It thus partly reflects the difference between the rural “homeland” areas 
found in the Northern provinces and the rural commercial farming areas which predominate in 
the Western and Northern Cape.  
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Type of grant Mean Median 
CSG R427 R140 
SMG R1342 R990 
Table 19: Average household income from employment11 
 
 On average, SMG households derived more than three times as much income from 
employment as CSG households. 
 If we restrict our analysis to the four SMG provinces, differences still exist, although they are 
less severe. 
 
Dependency 
 
 Mean percentage derived from source 
Source of income CSG households SMG households 
CSG 34 - 
SMG - 38 
Other state transfers 24 26
12
 
Earnings 36 30 
Table 20: Proportion of household income derived from source 
 
 On average, SMG and CSG households are equally dependent on their particular child grants. 
The CSG contributes 34% of household income, while the SMG contributes 38% of 
household income. 
 SMG and CSG households are also equally dependent on state transfers. Other state transfers 
contributed an average of 26% to SMG household income, compared to 24% in CSG 
households. 
 
                                                 
 
9
 Only cases with income from employment were included. 
12
 Keep in mind that many (25% of the sample) SMG beneficiaries got the grant because their husbands/partners 
were disabled and received a Disability Grant. 
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 Proportion of income derived from source 
 Type of grant 100% 50% - 100% < 50% Total 
CSG households 
CSG 18 5 76 100% 
State transfers 36 16 48 100% 
SMG households 
SMG 16 9 75 100% 
State transfers 39 23 38 100% 
Table 21: Dependency on grants and state transfers 
 
 Table 21 reinforces the comments above about dependency. CSG households are slightly 
more dependent on the CSG. Eighteen percent of CSG households had no other income than 
the CSG, compared to 16% of SMG households who relied entirely on the SMG. 
 Although both groups of households have a high dependency on state transfers, SMG 
households have higher dependency on state transfers in general. Thus 36% of CSG 
households derive all their income from state transfers, compared to 39% of SMG households. 
 
Although the patterns of dependency are different, both sets of households are generally 
dependent on the grant and can thus be classified as vulnerable. The short period during which 
the CSG is paid adds to the vulnerability of these recipients. On the other hand, in the case of 
SMG households, the child grant is continually being reduced and will be completely phased out 
in the next year.  
 
In strictly relative terms, however, CSG households are in a more precarious position – they are 
poorer, more dependent on a single source of income and - due to a combination of historical 
circumstances - have less access to employment or other grant income. 
 
Spending patterns 
 
 CSG SMG 
Grant is pooled with HH income 11% 21% 
Grant spent on specific items 89% 79% 
Table 22: Use of grants in households 
 
 The CSG is less likely to be pooled with other household income than the SMG. However, in 
both CSG and SMG households the money is not necessarily spent on the child beneficiaries 
alone.  
 Both the CSG and the SMG households tend to spend their money primarily on food followed 
by education. However, expenditure on education is significantly less likely in rural areas, 
probably because the more basic necessity for food leaves too little over.  
